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Minutes of June 10, 2008 Task Force Meeting
Midcoast Bypass Task Force Meeting
June 10, 2008; 5-7 pm
Eddy School, Edgecomb

Attending: Norma Dreyfus, Friends of Coastal Preservation; David Nichols,
Wiscasset; Dave King, Woolwich; Arthur Faucher, Wiscasset; Don Hudson, Chewonki
Foundation; Barry Johnston, Edgecomb; Bob Faunce, Lincoln County; Ross Edwards,
Boothbay; Don Jones, Wiscasset; Doug Baston, Alna; Ben Cochran,(for David
Bertran) Westport Island; Pat Hudson, Newcastle; Jamie Logan, Greater Boothbay
Chamber; Jo Cameron, Edgecomb; Kat Fuller, Maine DOT; Gerry Audibert, Maine
DOT; Ed Hanscom, Maine DOT; Richard Bostwick; Maine DOT, Dave Gardner, Maine
DOT, Jennifer O’Bryan, Maine DOT; Peter Kleskovic, FHWA; Britta Stein, FHWA, Ron
Finn, FHWA, Jay Clement, ACOE.

Public Attending: Tom Nadeau, Donna and Frank Barnako, Bob Kalish (Times
Record), John Van Orsdell, Steven and Justine Rice-Blenkhorn, Judy Deiley, Dan and
Lois Bigley, Jean Cucci, Hugh Winn, Tim Nason. Homer Eckhardt, Beverly Eckhardt,
Jim Hudson, Topher Belknap, Barbara Belknap, John Johnson, Gretchen BurleighJohnson, Paul J. Gagnon, Stuart Smith, Lois Kwantz, Gabrielle Van Spanje, Darryl
Grover, Roy Farmer, Kenneth Cinq-Mars.

The meeting began at 5:05 pm.

Carol Morris, moderator, opened the meeting with announcements on the availability
of refreshments, the agenda, and that the meeting would be expected to last two
hours. She introduced Jay Clement, of the Army Corps of Engineers, attending by
request of the Task Force. Carol reminded the group that the Army Corps is required
to issue a permit for a proposal of this type, and that Jay is here to go over the
required timing and parameters for such a permit.

Jay Clement: The Army Corps of Engineers is one of three permitting agencies for
this project. Currently we are in the application stage. The Corps has jurisdiction
over all rivers and harbors, over the discharge of materials into all waters - navigable
or not. If the DOT puts anything in the water, they need an Army Corps permit. We
have our own public process, and usually try to overlap the timeframe so it is
sequential. We do not guarantee a permit. We can get through the whole process
and not be able to issue a permit. That doesn’t happen all that often but the

possibility exists. The LEDPA is the acronym for least environmentally damaging
practicable alternative, and that is the route that we must identify and the one that
we will issue a permit for. We look hardest at the impact on aquatic environments,
then impacts to the natural environment, then impacts to human environment, in
that sequence. The fact that a church and three houses get taken out doesn’t trump
a high environmental impact. That’s what the LEDPA is about. The Corps looks at
adverse impact on navigation, degradation of aquatic life, the effect on the public
interest. Point two: the review is a balancing process, focusing on aquatic and
natural, but balancing residential and commercial takings. The timing of the process
under normal circumstances is fairly simple, fairly quick. Projects of this magnitude
are complex, and we try to coincide our review with the timeline of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DOT is tardy in giving us a
preliminary application, but once we get that, we will solicit comment. I apologize for
the repetition, but we have our own legal process we must follow. After that the
Federal Highway Administration will render a statement and Record of Decision, then
the process will stop because there is no funding yet to construct this project. There
will probably be another application later for actual action to occur, then DOT will
focus on final design. That will be the focus of the actual Corps permit. We do not
issue a permit until much later, assuming we can. The DEP and the Coast Guard do
not permit until the Corps makes a final decision on the LEDPA. I can’t tell you a date
because it rests on the DOT’s timeline.
Jo Cameron: Will you have read DOT’s comments on the project – from the public
comment period?
Jay: Absolutely we will pay attention to those. Can mitigation play a role? Mitigation
is compensation for impacts. Yes and it will play a role, but not until later in the
process. It’s not a substitute for analysis. We can’t think mitigation until we know
what the impacts are. We can then encourage the community – especially the land
trusts - to tell DOT staff about specific areas to mitigate. Finally, my assessment of
the process to-date is that the EIS process has been very appropriate to this level of
project - a project that affects multiple communities will be well served by a
comprehensive process with public input. This has been a positive step for this
project. The Corps is a stakeholder, and will work with DOT and Federal Highway
going forward. I generally support the process, as before now, DOT has been
challenged as the previous commissioner made commitments that made this difficult.
It boils down to DOT making the decision.
Bob Faunce: At the end of this stage, when DOT goes to the final EIS, will you make
a written finding/letter saying what we should do?
Jay: Our goal is to give the LEDPA decision to DOT and Federal Highway in writing,
so that DOT and Federal Highway can be on board with us.
Don Jones: When the LEDPA is issued, will you look at the broad number of routes or
the smaller number we’ll hear about tonight?
Jay: We participated with DOT and Federal Highway on this process. We agree with
winnowing down the route. I can’t say whether we should drop from five to three,
but our intent is to move forward, not to regress/resurrect. We signed off on the
concept of narrowing.

Public: Will we see from you a discussion of why some were dropped?
Jay: Ultimately the application will contain a summary of all alternatives. I’ll be here
all night to discuss this.
Carol: Next item on the agenda is the new finding. Literally in the last ten days, DOT
has discovered that the old motor court on the corner of Rte. 1 and Rte. 27 in
Edgecomb is eligible for the National Historic Register.
Jo: For those who have been around for a while, those are Race’s cabins.
Carol: Yes. The motor lodge was built in the 30s and is eligible, regardless of its
current use. Amanda Russell told me that it hasn’t been in use for 20 years or so.
There are four criterions under which a building can be eligible, and these cabins
qualify because they are associated with the early motor development period in
Maine. They are the first kind of motel built in the 1930s when everyone began
traveling via automobile. There are a number of other items a building needs to have
to qualify: setting, workmanship, materials, and these buildings qualify under those
criteria as well. You may ask, what if the owner doesn’t want to register the
buildings. The law requires the state to avoid all eligible properties whether or not
they are registered. So we need to avoid this parcel and that will affect the design of
all the alternatives. So this has set us back a little bit. We have some sample
changes to show you later in the meeting, and will be working with Edgecomb on
that in the next weeks.
Don Jones: Is it just the cabins that are eligible, or does it include the old gas station
too.
Carol: I believe everything. The building that the Greater Boothbay Chamber is using
for an information office used to be the check-in location for the cabins. Any
questions on this before we move ahead?
Public: I thought that at this meeting we hear about a preferred route.
Carol: Yes, that is next on the agenda. In your handouts today you will see a copy of
the rating system used to winnow the routes from five to three. The categories of the
items that need to be considered are natural environment, human environment and
transportation. You will see there are seven full pages listing everything that must be
looked at. It’s important to note that most of the environmental items are regulated;
we MUST pay attention to them. Our challenge was to evaluate how to this in a
balanced manner. In terms of environmental impact, vernal pools are of particular
importance, and there are several categories measuring that impact. In the human
environment, we see look at how many houses and businesses would be taken, the
impact on growth areas, community preference. In the transportation section, we
look at the effectiveness of the solution to congestion, and also at a series of cost
measures. The state will spend significant dollars here, and it is critical that the
cost/benefit be taken into account. Really, the matrix shows why it has taken so long
to make a decision. The routes are all close but they are also strong in different
areas. None line up to be a winner in all three categories. I am not going to go
through the matrix in detail, but you will see that DOT has color coded light green
those that have the least impact, yellow is medium impact, burnt orange is the
highest impact. We translated those into a variety of point systems, all of which

came out with similar ratings. Now I’ll go to the three we ended up with: N8c, F1 and
N2a all tie for lowest overall points.
Don Hudson: When I look at this, is it fair to say that when we have three
treatments tied in score with different environmental ratings, the Corps would only
permit the one with the lowest rating?
Carol: It’s possible, but there are extenuating circumstances and we haven’t fully
quantified the vernal pool measurements and some of the transportation issues due
to the changes on the Edgecomb side.
Jay: To clarify, the Corps has to focus on the environmental impact, stream impacts,
what type of wetlands. We look at function, value, etc. Fine-tuning those is still in
process.
Carol: The transportation scoring is essentially cost-related. We moved the items
such as emissions into the human environment measure. Transportation includes life
cycle costs, vehicle miles and hours, safety, and the overall construction cost, which
includes mitigation, how long it takes to build a route, etc.
Jo: What is so good about the tied ones?
Carol: Essentially, F2 is off the table. F1 is still on because it misses a major wetland,
has less human impact, and lower transportation impact.
Jo: Going through shoreland?? How can it still be on the table?
Carol: If you look at the boxes, green vs. yellow, yes the shoreland impact is bad but
it fared better in other categories.
Richard Bostwick: F2 originally was an alternative to F1. F1 is currently bridged over
the coastal inlet, a narrow part of salt marsh, then goes into Rte. 1. F2 crosses a
stream, wetland and Atlantic highway, which put F2 at a higher environmental
impact than F1.
Jo: I still don’t understand it. Even with a bridge, it interferes with Cod Cove, an
inlet of Cod Cove, not to mention the human factor. I just don’t see it.
Richard: It’s not all that low in terms of impact, but it’s low relative to the rest.
Carol: They all have impacts
Don Jones: I am having a hard time relating the matrix to the summary.
Carol: In environmental, for example, N8c has the highest score, so it’s rated 1. The
lowest, N2h, gets a 5.
Public: What do these routes actually mean? Where are they?

Carol: (Shows on map which routes are still under consideration, which routes were
dropped.) The routes still on table are N8c, N2a and F1. FHWA and MaineDOT are
working on a preferred alternative for N2a, based on community preference, lesser
human impacts and transportation considerations.
Peter Kleskovic: The Motor Court is protected so we must have another feasible
approved alternative to the connections in Edgecomb.
Public: Is relocation of the buildings a possibility?
Peter: If we get concurrence to do mitigation, but that’s the last resort, so we have
to avoid and minimize the use of it first. Moving it is not really an option because the
setting – its location - is one of its qualifications for the Historic Register.
Public: You prefer the longest route, with the least amount of traffic on it?
Carol: All alternatives fulfill the purpose and need of the study, which is to alleviate
congestion in Wiscasset Village.
Public: Even though this route goes right through a planned development that will
bring millions of tax dollars to Wiscasset? Did you pay attention to the information
you heard at the public meetings
Carol: Absolutely. We got a detailed package of information from the developer and
it was carefully considered along with all the other information that needed to be
considered.
Public: Even though this one carries half as much traffic as the other?
Peter: Looking at all of them, N2h has a similar traffic diversion, but a very high
cost. So between N2a and N2h, N2h gets dropped because of cost. F1 and F2 both
have human issues in regards to Englebrekt Road, but F1 has less wetland impact,
so until we get a LEDPA, all three must be on table, including N8c, which right now is
showing a low environmental impact. If we can minimize the impact, we might have
a good shot at a LEDPA.
Public: We heard back years ago that the Davey Bridge would have to be removed
with N8c because state couldn’t afford two bridges. Is that considered in part of the
cost?
Carol: Kat, can you speak to that?
Kat: We definitely have to consider the effect of that route; while our plan wouldn’t
be to tear the bridge down immediately, we would weigh the cost into it when it
came time to replace it or tear it down. We have limited dollars to care for these
pieces of infrastructure. The bridge wouldn’t be removed as long as it had useful life,
so that cost is not part of this analysis.
Jamie Logan: Does the eligibility of the motor court depend on what it is being used
for? Since it is now not in business, does that change anything? And what if the
owner tears it down?

Carol: Unless something happens to it, the state must consider it a historic resource
and avoid it. The owner is not required to do or not do anything, the law restricts the
state, not the owner, from harming these resources.
Doug Baston: Has the department prepared a narrative memo on why this route is
preferred? This data is confusing. It would be helpful to know why the conclusions
were drawn.
Kat: That is the next step, and would be required for the final EIS.
Carol: We could probably have it in the next week or two.
Kat: In a bulleted fashion.
Ross Edwards: What is the difference in mileage among the routes?
Ed Hanscom: The farthest is 4.8 miles, the shortest is 3.1 miles.
The remaining three alternatives include both the shortest and the longest routes.
Jo: Talking about dispersal of narrative, we should put it on the town websites, as
well as DOT’s.
Carol: Yes, that would be great.
Peter: N2a is preferred, but might not get a permit. The final EIS will include the
official preferred alternative. We wouldn’t have the final until the LEDPA came out,
but this is the direction we’re heading.
Carol: There is still outstanding environmental data that needs to be incorporated
into the matrix.
Public: Can you show us on the map where the preferred alternative is?
Gerry: There is a map that shows the three finalists in your handout.
Don: If you look at distance and estimated cost, I figure the cost per mile for N2a is
$13 million/mile, while due to the long bridge, N8c is about $25 million/mile.
Carol: We’re getting the nod from Ed, so yes.
Public: Are we looking at years or months?
Peter: We will get a preliminary application to the Corps, and ultimately narrow in on
the LEDPA decision that will go to DOT.
The final EIS statement with the preferred alternative will then be released, and it
will be 30 days to a final Record of Decision.
Carol: Could this happen by the end of 2008?

Peter: There is quite a bit of work to do, I can’t say for sure.
Pat Hudson: What is the reason for pushing so hard for speed?
Carol: The reason for speed is that many will be affected by the final decision. People
have been in limbo for a long time.
Public: The final decision, can it be tweaked?
Kat: When a decision is made, the route is a line on a map, but when we get to the
design phase, they can tweak it, so yes, there will be that opportunity. We have to
be careful, because moving that line can create another impact, so we need to be
careful about the degree of tweaking.
Public: Why is N2a the preferred route?
Peter: It is based on the concerns that Wiscasset had with N8c regarding their
historic district, along with the DOT’s concerns that that route’s connection with Rte.
27 is not an ideal situation – that with the growth of traffic into Boothbay it would
ultimately have to be redone. N8c also goes right into Edgecomb’s growth area, so
again, not a good long-term connection. In terms of the F1 route, Edgecomb has
concerns about the Englebrekt Rd. community. F1 skirts it, severs the connection to
water access for that neighborhood. So, community acceptance is factored in. Of the
two remaining alternatives, N2h and N2a are fairly similar in benefits, but N2a was
more practical than the other.
Public: Is N8c out as an alternative?
Peter: If we can’t balance the environmental issues, if Jay wouldn’t permit N2a, it
might have to be a fallback.
Public: If I have a business that would be taken out, what is the timeline?
Peter: If we can get a final EIS this year, we would hope be able to meet with
landowners next year.
Public: The final EIS would be this year, or beginning of next year.
Peter: Yes.
Public (to Jay Clement): Will the Army Corp permit N2a?
Jay: It’s on the short list, but by no means have we identified this as the LEDPA.
Right now it appears higher in environmental impact than others. Is it on the list?
Yes. LEDPA? Not yet.
Public: Why keep three if we need one? Why not have all of them.

Carol: Three is easier than five to choose from, this is the first step, and we are
working forward from here. We will get more fine-tuned environmental information
in three weeks or so.
Public: Since we don’t have money to build this, can we put it toward alleviating
actual traffic?
Carol: Great segue to the next agenda item. We have provided handouts on the
tunnel proposal, and the traffic diversion analysis, as requested by the Task Force,
and Gerry, who is project managing the Interim Downtown measures
implementation, will talk about where we are on that.
Gerry: There were a total of ten items we were looking at for traffic management in
downtown Wiscasset. Until get a decision and funding is available for the bypass, we
will be evaluating and implementing those to improve congestion. We have a
variable message sign being installed next week, which can be available for
messages regarding Wiscasset congestion. We need to talk with the communities
about how to implement that.
Carol: The task force is a good place to start.
Gerry: The message displayed wouldn’t negatively impact business in Brunswick or
Bath, but the message itself will be important. We have a master plan for this, and
propose working with the Lincoln County Communications people to implement this.
Another idea, web-based cameras, can be funded and the only hold-up there will be
getting the department’s electrical crew to fit it in with their other work. While not in
Wiscasset, just FYI, we are putting up another warning sign in Edgecomb that tells
people there is traffic congestion over the hill, as visibility is bad due to the curve.
This is a safety issue. Other items we are looking at are off-street parking and a
pedestrian crossing. The issues on a pedestrian overpass are cost, impacts on the
historic district, and actual use by pedestrians. But we are looking at preliminary
designs. Traffic calming in downtown would be done once the bypass is completed.
Questions?
Public: Thank you for mentioning speed and traffic in the downtown. I feel like its
overkill to build a bypass for just a few days a year. Wiscasset is never going to
surpass Camden in traffic.
Gerry: And I am being reminded we have also discussed the possibility of putting a
traffic officer in Wiscasset to hold back pedestrians and let traffic flow.
Public: What is the impact of Reds Eats on pedestrians? If we took out Reds Eats we
would not need a bypass.
Carol: The Task Force looked at that issue earlier this year. MaineDOT has done a
traffic engineering study that shows that even if you removed all the pedestrians and
all the turning traffic from downtown Wiscasset, it would not solve the congestion
problem. The topography of the area – the hill, the sharp curve – the railroad tracks,
the 25 mph speed limit, all those are big contributors to the backup. This is a widely
misunderstood issue.

Public: If these things would help and we don’t have money to build a bypass, why
don’t we do it?
Carol: Gerry has just reported on what we will be doing, and we’ll have a chance to
see how much it will help. Now, to the Task Force only, when do you next want to
meet? The next meeting is scheduled for June 26, but we won’t have final
information on the new Edgecomb alignments and the environmental issues. Do you
want to put it off so that we can have all that information?
Task Force (consensus): Yes, delay it.
Carol: I will send an email to you to set up a July date that works for as many as
possible. It will be publicized on www.wiscassetroute1corridorstudy.com and at
www.edgecome.org.
Ross: This has been a long drawn out process, and I do not understand why this
route has been chosen, it is not a good one. It adds miles and gas, I would say that
it’s insane.
Doug: Can the Task Force get a chance to talk about this? We’ve been preached at,
given data, we need a chance to talk.
Carol: You can go back and keep the 26th date for a meeting, we can have MaineDOT
attend for information-only. Is that what you would like? Okay. June 26 is on again.
Open to the public but for Task Force discussion only.
Carol: Let’s quickly move on to showing what we are looking at in terms of adjusting
the Edgecomb connection to Rte. 1. (Showing maps.) This is where motor court is,
the area to avoid. DOT looked at what is physically possible in this area. There’s a
big hill on both sides of Rte. 1. For N8c, the DEIS included a plan to upgrade the Rte.
27 intersection. The green dot is the motor court. N8c affects access to the motor
court, which is also prohibited.
Ed Hanscom: There are a few ways we deal with that. We can provide a jug handle
(small turnaround) on Rte. 1 so vehicles that need access to the motor court who are
heading southbound on Rte. 1 can turn around, get in a left turn pocket. This would
also be useful for people on Englebrekt Rd. We can also create a flyover from Rte.
27. For F1, we had also included a flyover system with ramps, and those had impact
on motor court property. To avoid this, we would head south, under Rte. 27, tie into
existing Rte. 1. This also would access Rte. 27, with the off and on ramp here.
Jo: The 2002 Rte. 27 Report included several suggestions on how to improve that
junction. Have you reviewed those solutions?
Ed: Yes, one was a flyover, and we used that. For N2a, there are a couple of
possibilities. We would reduce impact to this wetland area by adjusting alignment
further to the south, with a slight impact on Englebrekt Rd. Then we come straight
down and tie into Rte. 1 on the south side of the hill. Another possibility is to go
north of the hill, under Cochran Rd., under Atlantic Highway. These are a few of the
possible ways of avoiding the motor court. The details of how to manage the on and
off ramp at Rte. 27. There are challenges to be looked at in terms of engineering.

Bob: I would say the route under Cochran Road would certainly result in displacing
people around that intersection.
Public: Taking the jug handle would be easier than what we have now when we try
to go down Rte. 27.
Public: Which of the routes involved taking the motor court property, as opposed to
just impacting it?
Carol: In the DEIS, all of the alternatives took at least some of the property, and N8c
cut off access to the property.
Don: Peter said you can’t take property if there’s a feasible and prudent alternative.
How much does it cost to not be prudent?
Peter: We don’t know yet the cost of these changes. It would have to seriously
upscale the cost.
Don: It’s not likely that cost will invoke the prudent injunction?
Peter: It would take more impacts in terms of environment or human impacts to
demonstrate that this is a bad idea.
Don: What would make the owner of the court demolish it?
Carol: We don’t know enough about the property to determine that in terms of value
of location v. value of buildings. At any rate, as long as its there, we need to try to
avoid it.
Don: Can we contact the owner?
Carol: I believe Edgecomb is looking into that. Are there any other comments from
the Task Force? From the public? Thank you all for coming.

The meeting ended at 7:15 pm

